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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Receipt of Applicant's Amendment, filed 02 July 2004, is acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out 
and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his 
invention. 

3. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 34 recites "... the time of a request for information concerning the word is 
prior to the received request" The claim is unclear that the one ordinarily skilled in the 
art cannot recognize the encompassed claimed limitation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 22-24, 26, and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522). 
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Regarding claims 1 and 13, Zaenen teaches methods for providing a computer 
user with an accessible electronic dictionary system, the method comprising: 

a) . 'receiving a data request action for a word appearing in an electronic 
document as a typical word processing program, the user can select a word by 
highlighting the work or placing a cursor on the work, and access a thesaurus or a 
dictionary (col. 2, lines 49-52); 

b) . 'accessing information regarding context of the word derived from within 
the electronic document in which the word appears' as analyzing the selected word in 
the context of neighboring and surrounding words to resolve ambiguities (col. 2, lines 
35-43); 

c) . 'accessing a definition of the word' as an on-line reference work such as a 
dictionary or thesaurus (col. 2, lines 47-49; 54-57); 

d) . 'storing the definition of the word' as number of definitions of the selected 
word (col. 2, lines 54-57) 'along with the context information for the word' as a set of 
possible contexts of the selected word and the context of neighboring and surrounding 
words (col. 8, lines 10-13 and col. 1, lines 40-41; and 

e) . 'enabling access by the computer user to the definition and the context 
information' as an electronic dictionary in connection with a body of electronically 
encoded text (col. 1 , lines 8-1 1 and col. 2, lines 42-57). 

Regarding claims 2 and 14, Zaenen further teaches wherein 'the context 
information includes at least one word that is positioned adjacent to the word within the 
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electronic document from which the context information was retrieved' as the context of 
neighboring and surrounding words (col. 1, lies 40-43). 

Regarding claims 3 and 22, Zaenen further teaches 'enabling access to a 
definition and context information for one or more other words that are related to the 
word when enabling access to the definition and context information for the word' as the 
context of neighboring and surrounding words (col. 1 , lines 40-43 and col. 2, lines 54- 
57). 

Regarding claims 4 and 23, Zaenen further teaches 'enabling access to the 
definition and the context information for the word includes displaying context 
information from more than one electronic document in which the word has appeared' 
(col. 1 , lines 40-43 and col. 2, lines 54-57). Although Zaenen does not explicitly teach 
that the context information is from more than one electronic document, it should be 
understood that since the electronic dictionary in the prior art is connected with the word 
processing system that is accessible to many users, the context information in the 
dictionary is most likely derived from electronic documents of various users. 

Regarding claims 5 and 26, Zaenen further teaches 'determining a selectable 
level of detail for the definition to be retrieved' as allowing user to request a particular 
level of additional information. The smallest amount of additional information would be 
an additional sense of the same citation form and the greatest amount of additional 
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information would be all the information relating to all citation forms of the selected word 
(col. 9, lines 14-22). 

Regarding claim 24, Zaenen further teaches wherein Enabling the display of the 
context information includes enabling the display of at least one word that is positioned 
adjacent to the word within the different electronic document in which the context 
information was derived' as the context of neighboring and surrounding words (col. 1, 
lines 35-42). 

Regarding claims 29 and 31, Zaenen further teaches wherein 'accessing 
includes retrieving a portion of the definition and the context information for the word 
from storage' as an on-line reference work such as a dictionary or thesaurus (col. 2, 
lines 54-57 and col. 1, lines 40-43). 

Regarding claim 20, Zaenen teaches a method for using an electronic dictionary 
to retrieve information related to a word appearing in an electronic document, the 
method comprising: 

a). 'receiving a data request action for a word appearing in an accessed 
electronic document 1 as a typical word processing program, the user can select a word 
by highlighting the work or placing a cursor on the work, and access a thesaurus or a 
dictionary (col. 2, lines 49-52); 
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b) . 'accessing at least one stored definition of the word and stored context 
information regarding context of the word, wherein the stored context was derived from 
within a different electronic document in which the word also appeared and wherein the 
stored context was stored in response to a data request action previously generated for 
the word' as analyzing the selected word in the context of neighboring and surrounding 
words to resolve ambiguities and context determination typically entails checking 
whether the selected word is part of a predefined multi-word combination (col. 2, lines 
35-43; col. 2, lines 42-57 and col. 1 , lines 45-50). It is well-known that in a typical word 
processing program, the user can select a word by highlight the word. If the dictionary 
does not contain definition of the selected word, the user is given a chance to add the 
target word into the dictionary. 

c) . 'enabling a display of the definition and the context information' as an 
electronic dictionary in connection with a body of electronically encoded text (col. 1 , 
lines 8-1 1 and col. 2, lines 42-57). 

Regarding claim 30, Zaenen further teaches wherein 'retrieving includes 
retrieving multiple words and corresponding contexts from storage 1 as multi-word 
combination containing the selected word are found (col. 3, lines 59-65). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 11, 12, 15, 19, 21, 25, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522) as applied to 

claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 22-24, 26, and 29-31 above and in view of Nielsen (U.S. Patent 

5,970,492). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Zaenen does not explicitly teach the definition and the 
context information for the word is stored in a manner designed to enable mobile 
access. 

Neilsen, however, teaches the definition and the context information for the word 
is stored in a manner designed to enable mobile access (col. 2, lines 35-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenen's to share a common customized dictionary 
based on a wide range of network such as an Internet in order to improve the 
accessibility to the dictionary as indicated in col. 3, lines 24-28. 

Regarding claim 12, Zaenen does not explicitly teach wherein the definition and 
the context information are stored in a manner to enable future use by a computer user 
other than the computer user responsible for generating the data request action. 
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Neilsen, however, teaches the definition and the context information are stored 
in a manner to enable future use by a computer user other than the computer user 
responsible for generating the data request action (col. 2, lines 35-39). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenen's to share a common customized dictionary as 
this would facilitate the staff to perform their work in effective an efficient manner. 

Regarding claims 15 and 25, Zaenen does not explicitly teach wherein the 
electronic dictionary includes definitions and related context information for more than 
one word identified by a single user. 

Neilsen, however, teaches wherein the electronic dictionary includes definitions 
and related context information for more than one word identified by a single user. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenen's to develop a personal customized dictionary 
for storing special words tailored to the user's profession. 

Regarding claim 19, Zaenen does not explicitly teach wherein the electronic 
dictionary includes definitions and related context of information for at least one word 
identified by each of more than one related identity. 
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Neilsen, however, teaches wherein the electronic dictionary includes definitions 
and related context of information for at least one word identified by each of more than 
one related identity (col, 4, lines 20-42 and col. 1 1 , lines 64-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenen's the ability to add new definitions and related 
context information to the customized dictionary based on the target community. 

Regarding claim 21 , Zaenen does not explicitly teach wherein the different 
electronic document from which the context information was derived was previously 
viewed by a party submitting the data request action. 

Neilsen, however, teaches wherein the different electronic document from which 
the context information was derived was previously viewed by a party submitting the 
data request action (col. 6, lines 37-51). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenen's to ascertain the relevancy of the context 
information prior to submitting the data request action. 

Regarding claim 32, Zaenen does not explicitly teach wherein accessing the 
context information includes accessing the context information from a device that is 
distinct from a device generating the data request action. 
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Neilsen, however, teaches wherein 'accessing the context information includes 
accessing the context information from a device that is distinct from a device generating 
the data request action' as accessing the context information from the vendor 
computers and generating the data request action from the client computers. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Neilsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenen's to limit access to the context information to 
only authorized individuals. 

8. Claims 6-10, 16-18, and 27-28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522) as applied to 
claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 22-24, 26, and 29-31 above and in view of Craddock et al. 
("Craddock") (U.S. Patent 6,351 ,771 B1 ) and Nielsen (U.S. Patent 5,970,492) 

Regarding claims 6, 7, and 27, Zaenene does not explicitly teach the steps: 

a) . identifying a target community appropriate for the computer user inputting 
the data request action; and 

b) . selecting the definition to be stored for the word from among more than 
one available definition based on the target community identified. 

a). Craddock, however, teaches 'identifying a target community appropriate 
for the computer user inputting the data request action' as IP address and/or user ID 
(col. 5, lines 11-15). 



Application/Control Number: 09/964,453 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2167 

b). Zaenene and Craddock do not explicitly teach step selecting the 
definition to be stored for the word from among more than one available definition based 
on the target community identified. 

Nielsen, however, teaches 'selecting the definition to be stored for the word from 
among more than one available definition' as requested by users for addition to the 
database of approved words (col. 4, lines 20-42). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Nielsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene and Craddock's to direct their requests store 
the definitions to the appropriate community. 

Regarding claims 8 and 17, Zaenene and Craddock do not clearly teach 
determining the identification information based on an Internet Protocol address of the 
computer user. 

Neilsen, however, teaches determining the identification information based on an 
Internet Protocol address of the computer user (col. 5, lines 11-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Nielsen 
's teaching would have allowed Zaenene and Craddock's to find out user's identity in 
order to develop the user profile based on individuals characteristics and preferences. 
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Regarding claims 9, 16, and 18, Zaenene and Neilsen do not clearly teach 
determining the identification information based on a screen name of the computer user. 

Craddock, however, teaches 'determining the identification information based on 
a screen name of the computer user' as a user ID (col. 5, lines 11-13). 

Regarding claim 10, Zaenene and Neilsen do not clearly determining the 
identification information based on a user profile of the computer user. 

Craddock, however, teaches 'determining the identification information based on 
a user profile of the computer user' as a record which contains user subscribes 
services, user preferences for various possible client devices employed by that user and 
any other preferences of the user as well as billing information for the user (col. 5, lines 
24-32). 

Regarding claim 28, Zaenene further teaches wherein 'selecting among the 
definitions includes selecting based on a relationship between the target community 
identified and the context information 1 (col. 3, line 42 - col. 4, line 8). 

9. Claims 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zaenen et al. ("Zaenen") (U.S. Patent 5,642,522) as applied to claims 1-5, 13, 14, 20, 
22-24, 26, and 29-31 above and in view of Ferin (US 20030004707A1). 
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Regarding claim 33, Zaenen teaches a method for using an electronic dictionary 
to retrieve information related to a word appearing in an electronic document, the 
method comprising: 

receiving a request for information concerning a word appearing in an accessed 
electronic document (col. 2, lines 48-52); 

'accessing a definition for the word from an electronic dictionary 1 as an on-line 
reference work such as a dictionary or thesaurus (col. 2, lines 52-57); and 

'accessing context information for the word based on content from within other 
electronic documents within which the word appeared at a time of a request for 
information concerning the word' as an electronic dictionary in connection with a body of 
electronically encoded text (col. 1 , lines 45-50; col. 2,lines 42-57). 

Zaenen does not explicitly teach dynamically update. 

Ferin, however, teaches 'dynamically update' as enable personal information to 
be acquired in a context-sensitive manner by dynamically modified based on the given 
context (U 0049). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references because Ferin's 
teaching would have allowed Zaenen's to personalize the data that are displayed to the 
user to obtain particular information by dynamically modified based on the given context 
in which the file is generated as suggested by Ferin at fl|s 0049 and 0052]. 
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Regarding claim 34, Zaenen further teaches wherein the time of a request for 
information concerning the word is prior to the received request (col. 3, lines 42-57). 

Regarding claim 35, Zaenen further teaches wherein the other electronic 
documents within which the word appeared are documents other than dictionaries (col. 
2, lines 48-52). 

Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed 02 July 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Zaenen does not disclose "storing the definition of the word 
along with context information for the word" as recited by claim 1 . 

In response to the preceding arguments, Examiner respectfully submits that 
Zaenen teaches storing the definition of the word along with context information for the 
word as the user has access to an on-line reference work such as a dictionary or 
thesaurus. In the case of a thesaurus, the user is presented with a number of 
synonyms of the selected word. In the case of a dictionary the user is presented with 
whatever information the dictionary contains for the selected word, normally a number 
of definitions of the selected words (col. 2, lines 47-57). Further, Zaenen teaches the 
dictionary preferably has information about multi-word combinations that include the 
selected word, and the context determination typically entails checking whether the 
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selected word is part of a predefined multi-word combination. The dictionary 
information for a given word also preferably includes pointers to all multi-word 
combinations containing the word (col. 1, lines 45-50; col. 8, lines 44-46). Hence, 
Zaenen teaches the limitation as claimed. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leslie Wong whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4120. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 9:30am - 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E Breene can be reached on (571 ) 272-41 07. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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